Introduction
Romanian is a language which has multiple sluicing constructions 1 . Sluicing, a term due to Ross (1967) refers to sentences in which the clausal sub-constituent of a question is elided, leaving a "floating" wh-phrase (or remnant). For example, in (1a-b) the remnant is English who or its Romanian equivalent cine and the ellipse is understood as meaning ate my cookies:
(1) a. Someone ate my cookies, but I don't know who. Multiple sluicing are constructions with two or more remnants. While these are odd at best in English, they are perfectly acceptable in Romanian:
(2) a. * Someone kissed someone, but I don't know who whom. It has also been noted that Japanese allows multiple sluicing (Takahashi 1994 , Shimoyama 1995 , Merchant 1998 , Nishigauchi 1998 , Hiraiwa & Ishihara 2002 :
Taro-ga Taro This raises the question of whether Romanian and Japanese might have some syntactic properties in common which allows them both to generate multiple sluicing, a property which English lacks.
English sluicing has been analyzed as ellipsis of the IP-constituent of a clause, leaving a CP-projection containing a remnant (Lobeck 1995 , Merchant 1998 , Merchant 2000 :
Arabelle is marrying someone you know. Guess . . . Shimoyama (1995) , Merchant (1998) , and Hiraiwa & Ishihara (2002) have argued that while Japanese examples like (5) resemble English sluicing in terms of having an ellipsis leaving floating remnants (5a), they actually contain ellipsis of the CP-constituent in a cleft construction, rather than of the IP-node of a matrix clause (5b): In addition to allowing multiple remnants, Romanian and Japanese sluicing have other parallels which exclude English: they both allow non-wh remnants as well as overt complementizers in the sluice.
The topic of this paper is whether Romanian sluices like (6) pattern with English or Japanese sluices in terms of their structure; in other words, whether (6a) or (6b) is a more appropriate structural analysis for the Romanian sluice in (6): We argue that despite the superficial parallels between Romanian and Japanese sluicing, an IP-ellipsis analysis of Romanian sluicing as in (6a) is to be preferred. We show that the similarities between Romanian and Japanese sluicing are epiphenomenal and follow from independent syntactic properties of the two languages. An IP-ellipsis analysis, similar to ones that have been proposed for English, immediately accounts for the key properties of Romanian sluicing. The differences between Romanian and English sluicing follow from the presence of a richer structure in the left periphery of embedded clauses in Romanian, properties which have been independently noted for the two languages.
The implication of our results is that the term "sluicing" as it has been used does not describe a natural class of syntactic structures. Instead, it seems to act as a general label for ellipsis of sub-constituents of an embedded question. In other words, sluicing describes a correlation between certain ellipsis configurations, the forms of which vary in different languages (see 1b, 5b, 6a or 6b), and a semantic interpretation which is, as far as we can tell, consistent across languages (as suggested by the glosses given in the examples above). Given sluicing as a general category, we distinguish between English sluicing, Romanian sluicing, and Japanese sluicing. Sluicing therefore implies nothing about the syntactic analysis for the data. Rather, we describe analyses in terms of different kinds of ellipsis, such as IP-ellipsis or CP-ellipsis.
The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we discuss the superficial similarities between Romanian and Japanese sluicing, and how these superficial similarities contrast with English sluicing. In Section 3 we discuss the crucial similarity between English and Romanian sluicing: island insensitivity. In Section 4 we compare possible analyses for Romanian sluicing and conclude that an IP-ellipsis analysis is the only option. We provide evidence which supports such an analysis. In Section 5 we conclude with a short discussion of the typological implications of our results.
Similarities between Romanian and Japanese Sluices
Romanian and Japanese sluices share several properties. These include allowing multiple whremnants (section 2.1), aggressively non-d-linked wh-remnants (section 2.2), overt complementizers (section 2.2), and a variety of non-wh remnants (section 2.3), like semantically referential, quantificational, and polarity-sensitive remnants (Shimoyama 1995 , Merchant 1998 ). This contrasts with English, which allows only singleton wh-remnants.
Multiple WH-remnants
Romanian and Japanese sluicing both allow multiple remnants in the sluice (7a-b):
Ion According to den Dikken & Giannikadou (2002) have argued that English what-the-hell phrases are a kind of negative polarity item. If their arguments extent to Romanian and Japanese, then the generalization here would be that Romanian and Japanese both allow negative polarity items as remnants, while English does not.
Overt complementizers
Both Japanese and Romanian tolerate an overt complementizer in the remnant of the sluice.
This complementizer can be either interrogative (10) or indicative (11) "It seems that John fired someone, and I think that (it was) Bill." (Merchant 1998: 9) English in contrast does not tolerate overt complementizers in the remnant of a sluice:
(12) * One of the foreign students won the department fellowship, and I wonder whether/if Louise.
Non-wh remnants
Both Japanese and Romanian allow a variety of non-wh remnants, such as referential NPs (13 Similarly, Japanese and Romanian both allow a variety of strong quantificational NPs as remants. Examples include Romanian toţi and Japanese minna (both meaning "everyone"), and polarity sensitive quantifiers like Romanian oricine or Japanese daredemo (both meaning "anyone"): 
Similarities between Romanian and English sluices
Despite these similarities between sluicing in Japanese and Romanian, the two languages differ in one crucial respect, namely that Japanese sluices are island-sensitive, while Romanian sluices are not. Romanian patterns with English in allowing remnants to be extracted out across island boundaries inside ellided constituents in violation of well-known island constraints such as Ross's (1967) 
"The victim left after one of the linguists, but I don't know which."
Romanian sluices with non-wh remnants show the same island insensitivity as those with wh-remnant, indicating that a similar structure underlies the two classes of examples: To summarize the data presented in Sections 2 and 3: while Romanian and Japanese sluices seem to resemble one another in most respects, they differ in terms of the relationships they allow between remnants and the positions within the sluice that these are extracted from: In Section 4, we show that this is a crucial difference for understanding the structure of Romanian sluicing.
The Syntax of Romanian Sluices
We suggest that the following facts have to be accounted for in any analysis of Romanian sluicing: In this section we examine possible accounts for (25a-d). We review previous analyses of sluicing in English and Japanese and show that Romanian sluicing cannot be analyzed in terms of the latter (4.1). In (4.2) we show that only an IP-ellipsis analysis accounts for (25a-d). The mechanisms behind the analysis are described in section (4). We discuss the implications for English in section (4.3).
Romanian sluicing as CP-ellipsis
Because (25a-c) above are facts that Romanian has in common with Japanese, it seems natural to try to extend the analysis of Japanese sluicing to Romanian. Shimoyama (1995) , Merchant (1998) , Merchant (2000) , and Hiraiwa & Ishihara (2002) argue that Japanese sluicing should be analyzed as ellipsis of the CP-constituent of a cleft structure. A Japanese cleft consists of a copular verb, one or more NPs (the focus or foci), and a relative-clause-like constituent (the presupposition): According to this analysis, the remnants of a Japanese sluice are the foci of the underlying cleft, and the elided CP is its presupposition: As such, a CP-ellipsis analysis immediately explains the island-sensitivity of Japanese clefts as well as the availability of multiple remnants.
However, Romanian lacks clefts with multiple pivots, and in fact may lack clefts altogether (Dobrovie-Sorin 1990 , Merchant 2000 , so a cleft-reduction analysisá la Japanese will not account for multiple sluicing in Romanian. If Romanian sluicing is not to be analyzed as CP-ellipsis, then it seems that it must be analyzed as IP-ellipsis, like English sluicing. This would at least account for (25d), island insensitivity. However, as we have seen, Romanian differs from English in terms of (25a-c). In order to apply an IP-ellipsis analysis to Romanian sluicing, we need to show that such an analysis can be extended to cover these facts, or to show that (25a-c) follow from independent properties of Romanian syntax. In what follows, we argue for the latter conclusion.
An IP-Ellipsis Account
Given that Romanian sluicing cannot be analyzed as CP-ellipsis, the remaining possibility is that it is IP-ellipsis. The basic idea is that Romanian is like English, in that sluicing is ellipsis of the clausal or propositional sub-constituent of an embedded question. We assume Merchant's (2000) analysis of sluicing in English as a starting point. Merchant argues that IPellipsis is licensed under semantic rather than syntactic identity. He accounts for the apparent island insensitivity of English sluicing by arguing that English sluicies actually contain no (syntactic) islands. He divides island constraints into 3 classes, which he procedes to explain away as being due to pragmatic, phonological, and semantic constraints respectively. This allows sluicing to be uniformly explained as ellipsis of an S-node, with the remnants heading well-formed A-chains rooted inside the ellipse. Semantic identity is enforced by the Focus Condition, which requires that the set of alternative propositions presupposed by the sluice entail its antecedent, and vice versa.
A crucial element of this analysis is the argument that a sluice and its antecedent have nearly-identical LFs, differing only in the form and indexing of the variables they contain.
Merchant assumes that focused constituents, like wh-words, undergo quantifier raising, leaving traces inside the S-node in which they originate. Traces are interpreted as variables or E-type pronouns, which despite being syntactically different can have equivalent interpretations. For example, the sluice in (1b), repeated here as (29a), would be (29b), with the trace bound by the wh-word cine. The antecedent would be (29c):
[ The sluice in (29b) and the antecedent in (29c) differ only in the indices on the traces in their subject positions, allowing the Focus Condition to be satisfied.
Multiple wh-fronting
Under the IP-ellipsis analysis, the availability of multiple wh-remnants in Romanian sluices follows directly from the fact that Romanian is a multiple wh-fronting language (Rudin 1988 , Comorovski 1994 , Dobrovie-Sorin 1990 , Alboiu 2000 : IP-ellipsis predicts this without further elaboration, since it would involve ellipsis of the constituent(s) below the position occupied by the fronted wh-words. For example, (31a) above can be analyzed in terms of IP-ellipsis, assuming an LF-representation as follows:
dat given
si and
"John gave something to someone, and I want to know what to whom?
On the other hand, if Romanian lacks clefts with multiple pivots then one might suggest that Romanian multiple sluicing constructions are a kind of gapping construction. Like English, Romanian has gapping, and as in English, it occurs in non-interrogative clauses and involves multiple, non-wh remnants: While there is still no consensus as to how gapping is to be analyzed, a gapping analysis of the Romanian data would explain both the multiple remnants and the non-wh phrases, because gapping applies to indicative clauses and leaves multiple remnants. However, gapping is found in more restrictive syntactic contexts than sluicing is. A sluice and its antecedent are both embedded within conjoined matrix clauses, while gapping only occurs between local conjunction (Johnson n.d., p.21) , (Romero 1998, p.18) : In sluicing constructions, on the other hand, the sluice and its antecedent are typically embedded inside other clauses, up to arbitrary levels of embedding: "I heard that George said that someone wants to cheat on his friend but I don't think that he knows who."
Another difference between gapping and sluicing is that sluicing allows "backwards ellipsis," meaning that the sluice precedes its antecedent in linear order: Gapping, on the other hand, does not allow "backwards" ellipsis: Therefore a gapping analysis will not account for multiple-remnant sluicing in Romanian.
The structure of the remnant domain and the left periphery
As we saw, Romanian sluicing allows one or more non-wh remnants. Under an IP-ellipsis analysis, this would follow from the presence of topicalization and focus-fronting in Romanian embedded questions (37a), as well as in root clauses (37b): 
So what about English?
Given our analysis, the fact that English allows only single wh-remnants can be explained simply by the fact that English allows fronting of only one wh-word. However, English does allow topicalization and focus-fronting, if not to the same degree as Romanian. The question is, therefore, why doesn?t English sluicing allow non-wh remnants? If sluicing is simply a matter of IP-ellipsis, this should be possible.
One answer would be to follow Merchant (2000) in assuming that Romanian IP-ellipsis is subject to the focus condition, as English is, but to parameterize the syntactic licensing condition, which we call the IP-ellipsis Condition (IPEC). For English, the IPEC requires that the ellided constituent be sister to a [+Q, +WH] complementizer. Romanian would have a more relaxed version of the IPEC, which would allow IP-ellipsis under sisterhood with any complementizer other than a relative clause complementizer [+WH, -Q] . We refer to the English-type IPEC as strong IPEC and the Romanian-type as weak IPEC:
We are not presently aware of any independent motivation for this principle, so for the time being it seems to simply restate the facts. Another answer might be English verbs like know or wonder have more restrictive semantics than their Romanian counterparts do, which disallow topicalized constituents in their complements. This might follow from the fact that although English allows topics in root clauses, it does not allow them in embedded questions Hudson (2003) . As far as Japanese goes, the IP-ellipis condition does not appl because the remnants in a Japanese sluice are simply the foci in a cleft, and there is not restriction that we are aware of which requires cleft-foci to be wh-words. This is plain even in English examples of cleft-reduction: (43a) is a reduced cleft within the context of an embedded question, giving it a sluice-like appearance and semantics without the actual syntax of a sluice. (43b) is a reduced cleft in a non-question environment. The two examples indicates that English clefts do not impose a wh-restriction on cleft-foci. The same seems to be true of Japanese.
Discussion

A typology of sluicing
According to our discussion, sluicing constructions vary accross languages according to the type of ellipsis involved (CP-ellipsis vs. IP-ellipsis), and the type of remnants allowed in the sluice (weak vs. strong ellipsis condition): We have not included size of remnant set (singleton vs. multiple) in this table because we have observed that whether or not a language allows multiple remnants follows from independent principles of the grammar. Romanian allows multiple remnants because it also allows multiple wh-fronting. Japanese, on the other hand, allows multiple remnants because it also allows clefts with multiple foci. Therefore we conclude that whether or not Romanian, Japanese, or English allows multiple remnants in a sluice has nothing to do with properties of sluicing per se. Future research must determine whether any languages have multiple remnants with a strong IPEC, singleton remnants with CP-ellipsis, or singleton remnants with a weak IPEC.
Secondly, we conclude that the term sluicing does not actually describe a syntactic configuration at all. Instead, it seems to describe a correlation between the certain kinds of word strings found in the languages we have looked at, and kinds of interpretations associated with those strings. Note that English, Romanian, and Japanese sluices comparable word strings in at least some cases (those involving singleton wh-remnants), and as far as we can tell, sluices in all three languages have comparable semantics. However, the three kinds of sluicing differ syntactically, with Romanian and English sluicing having one general kind of structure (IP-ellipsis) which is disjoint with the structure of Japanese sluicing (CP-ellipsis).
A subject for future research is how to relate the differences in structural description that we have seen to the similarities in string-language and interpretation.
